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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

In response to applicant's amendment received 1 1/28/05, all requested 
changes have been entered. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments, filed 11/28/05 with respect to the rejection(s) of 
claim(s) have been fully considered and are persuasive. Therefore, the rejection 
has been withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, a new ground(s) of 
rejection is made in view of an XSL Example 

( http://www.comptechdoc.org/independent/web/xml/quide/xslexample.html ). The 
printout from the website has various parts of the code cut out due it being too 
long to be printed, so the Examiner has included a text version as well. There is 
no date on this particular webpage, but the use of XML and XSL code has been 
known since the late 1990s. 

The Examiner would like to point out that even though the background of 
the applicant's specification addresses the need for something to improve upon 
existing stylesheets, such as XSL, the claim language do not distinguish the 
invention from an XSL stylesheet - which is essentially a formatting template for 
an XML file. It is true the Brooke reference does not go into the details of various 
tags and matching of tags and formatting, the XSL stylesheet code works in such 
a way that there is matching of tags and formatting of various parts of the XML 
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files according to the matched tags. Please see the rejection below for more 
detail. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 



I. Claims 1-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Brooke et al (U.S. Patent No. 6,763,343 - "Brooke") in view of XSL Example 
( http://www.comptechdoc.org/independent/web/xml/guide/xslexample.html - "XSL 
Example") . 



1. Claim 1 

• Regarding claim 1, Brooke et al discloses in column 3, lines 17-20 and 
column 6, lines 10-31 a description of how XSL is a formatting template for 
an XML file. Brooke does not disclose any XSL code and thus does not 
disclose the various tags as claimed. However, the secondary reference, 
XSL Example discloses an XSL stylesheet file under the heading "The 
XML Style File." One can see in, for example, the code line <xsl:template 
match = l TITLE"> (or TITLE1, LIST1, TITLE2, LIST2) that the qualified tag 
of TITLE is what is being searched and matched to apply a formatting to 
that particular XML element. One can see the formatting in the next line of 
code as describing the font size, color, weight, etc. 

• Both Brooke and XSL Example are in the art of formatting an XML 
document. The XSL Example expands on the XSL stylesheet as 
mentioned in Brooke by providing an example so that the various tags and 
formatting attributes can be seen. Therefore, it would have been obvious 
for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to combine the 
two references because the XSL example provides more information on 
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the XSL stylesheet as mentioned by Brooke. The motivation would be to 
allow an user to see exactly how one can go about formatting an XML file. 

2. Claims 2, 11 

• The XSL stylesheet of XSL Example is a document parser. 

3. Claim 3, 12 

• Regarding claim 3, Brooke discloses in column 9, lines 23-34 that the 
hierarchal database format for searching is method of storing data that 
would require tags being traversed to get to a particular element. The 
XSL Example code effectively traverses the XML code since it needs to 
fine the matched item such as TITLE or TITLE1. 

4. Claim 4, 13 

• Brooke at al discloses in column 6, line 38-47 that the XSL processor uses 
the XSL stylesheet to format the XML file. The qualified tag, as mentioned 
before in the XSL Example would be the TITLE tag, which one can see 
from the code would identify the formatting instructions for the TITLE 
element of the XML file. 

5. Claims 5, 6, 14, 15 

• Brooke discloses in column 6, lines 50-54 that the "templates for the 
particular source elements that are part of the tree" could represent both 
qualified tags and start tags being, which are being generated and 
modified as elements are added to the tree. 

6. Claims 7, 9, 16, 18, 23, 28 

• Brooke at al discloses in column 6, lines 16-21, that XSL stylesheets can 
format XML files. The XSL file which contains data to "express how the 
structured content of the of an XML file should, be styled, laid out, and 
paginated," is a method of parsing elements and processing them. One 
can see the various attributes used in processing such as font type, size, 
color, weight, etc. 

7. Claims 8, 17 

• One can see in the XML Example that the <> act as delimiters. 

8. Claims 10, 19, 24 and 29 

• The Examiner takes official notice on the first three limitations that there is 
a spooler, a PSF (essentially a print driver) and a printer for printing. 
These are common aspects of any printer environment. The XSL 
stylesheet processor of Brooke (column 6, lines 38-47) can be thought of 
as a PSF because it facilitates the formatting of an XML file using XSL. 
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• Regarding claims 19 and 24, the XSL stylesheet can parse the XML file 
and one knows that the XSL stylesheet has to have been generated, e.g. 
by a programmer. 

• The last limitation has been addressed in claim 1. 

9. Claims 20, 21,25,26 

• As mentioned above, Brooke at al discloses in column 6, lines 16-21 , that 
XSL stylesheets can format XML files. The XSL stylesheet is used to 
parse the XML document. Although these two claims are not explicitly 
disclosed, the Examiner would like to point out that the goal of the XSL 
stylesheet is to parse the XML file by going through it and looking for the 
appropriate tag. Thus, the parsing of elements until an end of document is 
reached is an inherent feature in this environment since the entire XML file 
has to be parsed and processed according to an XSL file that is looking for 
which tags in the XML file to process. 

10. Claim 22, 27 

• One can see in Fig. 2 of Brooke that at step 212, the document is 
outputted, which could be to a printer. 



Conclusion 

Applicants amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection 
presented in this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. 
See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as 
set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire 
THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is 
filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory 
action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory 
period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory 
action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will 
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the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Yixing Qin whose telephone number is 
(571)272-7381. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9:30-6:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Edward Coles can be reached on (571)272-7402. The 
fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). 



